week to week and month to month, chiefly from Germany, and that those things had a greater commercial than clinical value. But if the student and the practitioner believed in them they were likely to lose any knowledge which they might have acquired as to the exact nature and use of remedies. Our forefathers were not all fools; they were thoughtful men who observed and meditated; they did not live in a motorial age, like the present. There was a danger that the knowledge of the wise men of the past might be displaced by nonsense from the pharmaceutical laboratories at the present day, and he believed that that very strongly accounted for the wave of scepticism as to remedies which was evident in the profession to-day. If scepticism was present in the profession it was because the teachers were sceptical. The average student was now profoundly ignorant of his pharmacopceia, and he had generally found him very ignorant of his materia medica. Some had a greater liking for the study of drugs and medicines than others, but much of the sceptical state of mind and carelessness in prescribing was due to want of systematic teaching and the overlooking on the part of the physician in the wards to see that the prescriptions which he dictated were accurately written down, and because the results of the remedies were not carefully followed up. It was true that that took up more time, but hurried visits never did much good, and if the physician was to teach efficiently in a hospital he should not be in a hurry. Those who taught on the lines he had mentioned, and had faith in what they taught, would not fail to have successful therapeutic pupils.
Dr. HACKNEY (Hythe) said he had been a general practitioner forty-one years, and he felt very strongly that it would be a good thing if, when men left the hospital, they were to act as assistants to medical men before going into practice. There they would learn how to do many routine things: how to see and manage patients, and how to be business-like, including the efficient keeping of books, for records were very important. He was with his father for five years, and had to dispense, to keep books, and see patients. He recommended young men when they left the hospital to go into the country and work with some good general practitioner before settling down into practice on their own account.
The PRESIDENT (Professor Cushny) said the discussion had involved some criticism on the two sides into which therapeutics was divided-the laboratory part and the hospital part. He was himself a laboratory worker and found it very difficult to arouse any interest, either in students or in teachers, with regard to therapeutics. His experience of therapeutic teaching in the wards had largely been that the physician would make a careful diagnosis by the modern methods; and he would either say, "We will see how he is to-morrow,"
or " Give him a dose of calomel." If a dose of calomel were given, it was the last that was heard of the treatment; there was no apparent attempt to point out the action or the effects of the drugs. Apparently therapeutics was looked upon as something which was fixed, and there was very little more to work upon. That was a sort of reflex from the school of Virchow, which taught that therapeutics was a hopeless sort of business and that the post-mortem was the thing to aim at. From that the present-day teachers were only slowly recovering. He felt very much that the new school of pharmacology could scarcely be blamed for the ignorance of the students, because thirty years ago the student had teaching of therapeutics in the wards and nothing else. Now he had got pharmacology in addition. If he knew still less therapeutics at the present time, it was not just to blame the laboratory teacher for his want of knowledge.
